
CITY OF SHOREVIEW 

AGENDA 

REGULAR CITY COUNCIL MEETING 

November 7, 2016 

7:00 P.M. 

 
CALL TO ORDER 

 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

 

ROLL CALL 

 

APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

 

PROCLAMATIONS AND RECOGNITIONS 

 

CITIZENS COMMENTS - Individuals may address the City Council about any item 

not included on the regular agenda. Specific procedures that are used for Citizens 

Comments are available on notecards located in the rack near the entrance to the 

Council Chambers.  Speakers are requested to come to the podium, state their name and 

address for the clerk's record, and limit their remarks to three minutes. Generally, the 

City Council will not take official action on items discussed at this time, but may typically 

refer the matter to staff for a future report or direct that the matter be scheduled on an 

upcoming agenda. 

 

COUNCIL COMMENTS 

 

CONSENT AGENDA - These items are considered routine and will be enacted by one 

motion. There will be no separate discussion of these items unless a Councilmember or 

citizen so requests, in which event the item will be removed from the Consent Agenda and 

placed elsewhere on the agenda. 

 

1. October 10, 2016 City Council Workshop Minutes 

 

2. October 17, 2016 City Council Meeting Minutes 

 

3. Receipt of Committee/Commission Minutes— 

-- EQC Minutes; October 24, 2016 

-- HRC Minutes, September 28, 2016 

-- Planning Commission Minutes, September 27, 2016 

 

4. Verified Claims 

 

5. Purchases 

 

6. Developer Escrow Reduction 

 

7. Approve Final Pay Estimate for Well 6 Raw Water Pipeline, City Project 16-06 



 

8. Approve Maintenance Agreement Between City and Rice Creek Watershed for the 

Gramsie Road Development 

 

9. Approve Change Order No. 1 and Final Payment – 2016 Street Light Replacement, 

City Project 16-03 

 

10. Approve Special Purpose Fence – Sarah McGuiness, 224 Janice Street 

 

11. Comprehensive Sign Plan – Topline Advertising/Target Corporation, 3800 Lexington 

Ave. 

 

12. Comprehensive Sign Plan – Tyme Properties LLC, 3999 Rice Street 

 

13. Land Exchange – Rice Creek Corporate Park 

 

 

PUBLIC HEARING 

 

GENERAL BUSINESS 
 

14. PUD Concept Stage – Greco LLC & Eagle Ridge Partners LLC, 1005 Gramsie Road 

 

15. Final Plat – Golden Valley Land Co, Gramsie Woods – 0 Gramsie Road 

 

16. Final Plat/PUD – Elevage Shoreview Holdings, LLC, 157 County Road E, 3521/3527 

Rice Street, 3500 Rustic Place 

 

STAFF AND CONSULTANT REPORTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS  

 

SPECIAL ORDER OF BUSINESS 

 

ADJOURNMENT 

 

* Denotes items that require four votes of the City Council. 
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CITY OF SHOREVIEW 

MINUTES 

CITY COUNCIL WORKSHOP MEETING 

October 10, 2016 

 

CALL TO ORDER 

 

Mayor Martin called the workshop meeting of the Shoreview City Council to order at 7:00 p.m. 

on October 10, 2016. 

 

ROLL CALL 

 

The following attended the meeting: 

 

City Council:  Mayor Martin; Councilmembers Johnson, Quigley, Springhorn and  

   Wickstrom 

 

Staff:   Terry Schwerm, City Manager 

   Tom Simonson, Asst. City Manager/Community Development Director 

   Fred Espe, Finance Director 

   Debbie Maloney, Finance Department 

   Mark Maloney, Public Works Director 

 

Stantec   Stuart Krahn 

   Dan Edgerton 

 

   Steve Erickson 

   Jennifer Stukenberg 

 

SHOREVIEW COMMONS MASTER PLAN UPDATE 

 

Mr. Simonson stated that this revised plan is being presented for review by the Council before 

the Park Commission and community groups.  One change is the elimination of the refrigerated 

winter skating ribbon because of the cost for an amenity that would mainly be used in the winter.  

However, a skating component is included.  The biggest addition is a proposed destination 

playground as an anchor to attract young families to the Commons.  A park building has been 

added with restrooms and concessions at the center point of the most active area.  To the east is a 

formal garden area with a wedding venue.  A shallow pond is in the garden area that can be used 

in winter for skating.  Parking will be expanded, and at the east end of the park a transition 

concept is shown for development of high density housing.  

 

Mr. Krahn reviewed the objectives of the Master Plan:   

1. Develop plans for future park improvements and other site amenities. 

2. Enhance connectivity between public facilities. 

3. Improved on-site pedestrian and bicycle linkages. 

4. Maintain safe and efficient traffic flow and parking. 
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The Master Plan features include: 

- Expand the use of the existing slip ’n slide area for winter with sliding activities year round 

and swings 

- Destination playground with shaded structures where parents can watch children 

- Concession/restroom building near the playground that will serve the west side of the site 

- Plaza style skate park on the north side of the park building 

- Keep the soccer field and add vegetation along the north to provide more buffer for residents 

- Outdoor, informal picnic area 

- Formal garden area surrounding fountain/pond with wedding pergola 

- Fountain pond would have paved walk around it 

- Potential Splash pads with LED lighting for interactive water area near the destination 

playground 

- The lawn area beyond the pavilion would be re-contoured to become a better viewing area 

- Retain existing playground near the pavilion  

- Expand parking 

- Storm water treatment train to address water quality issues in the existing pond 

- Maintain one ball field that is mainly used for T-Ball 

- Veterans’ Memorial 

- Improve trail around existing pond 

- Sculpture/figurine climbing playground 

 

Councilmember Quigley questioned the City demographic that will draw young families to the 

Community Center.  He also expressed some concern about putting in a fire ring and asked if this 

is a common feature elsewhere.  Mr. Krahn explained that the purpose of the destination 

playground is to create large play experiences that draws widely.  Mr. Schwerm added that 

Maple Grove put in a destination playground that draws hundreds if not thousands of children 

each day.  Shoreview’s market is over 40,000, drawing from North Oaks, Shoreview and Arden 

Hills plus some from Lino Lakes and Roseville.  Fire rings are quite common and used in a 

number of cities.  Fire rings can be either gas or use wood.  Mr. Simonson noted that the new 

features will also serve current customers who hold meetings at the Community Center and have 

complained that there is no place to walk or sit outside and have lunch. 

 

Mayor Martin questioned a water play area near the playground where there are no locker rooms 

for changing.  If the Community Center includes such a water play feature, a second water play 

area may not be needed.  Mr. Schwerm noted the nearby restrooms for changing.  The 

destination playground is planned to be the primary feature.   

 

Councilmember Quigley stated that because of the expense, he would not want to pay twice for a 

similar feature, one in the park and another at the Community Center.  
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Councilmember Johnson noted that the T-Ball field is not used often and suggested such a big 

area could be repurposed.  Mr. Simonson responded that the Summer Discovery Program is 

always looking for open field areas for the children.  That area could be used for that program as 

well as for T-Ball or potentially youth soccer. 

 

Mayor Martin asked if the Summer Discovery Program can be expanded.  Mr. Schwerm stated 

that the program is at its maximum of 250.  Whether expansion is possible depends in part on the 

features selected for expansion of the Community Center. 

 

Pond Issues 

 

Mr. Dan Edgerton discussed the water quality issues of the existing pond.  It is located in the 

Ramsey Washington Metro Watershed District while the Community Center is located in the 

Rice Creek Watershed District.  The residential storm sewer brings water to the pond with little 

treatment.  During the summer most of the pond is covered with duckweed.  The depth of the 

pond is approximately 3 feet.  There are two aerators that provide some open water and fountain.  

The City has a skimmer, which is the industry standard for removing duckweed.  There are 

issues with maintenance as the skimmer often gets clogged with sticks and leaves.  The odor 

from the pond is from sediment, which is basically sticks and leaves decomposing at the bottom.  

Water quality samples were taken.  Phosphorous was found at the level of 221 parts per billion, 

which is high. The low level of oxygen causes the odor in the sediment that accumulates at the 

bottom of the pond. 

 

Mr. Schwerm noted that the skimmer was just purchased this season.  It was never left to run 

overnight because of the clogging issue from sticks and leaves. 

 

Councilmember Wickstrom suggested planting better trees over the long term and remove the 

scrub trees that shed so many sticks and leaves.  Mr. Schwerm responded that some of the 

vegetation has been removed, and there have been some complaints that too much is being 

removed.   

 

Mr. Edgerton presented a number of options to address these issues: 

- One of the most inexpensive options would be to put a screen around the skimmer to prevent 

clogging from sticks and leaves. 

- Another approach would be to realign the aerators to create a more circular flow.  Odor will 

improve with better aeration. 

- The fountain intake seems to be near the surface.  A pipe could be added for the fountain to 

pull water from the mid-depth to create better aeration.  This is easy and inexpensive and will 

help.  

- The next level of treatment would be to use herbicides, which would require DNR approval.  

Treatment would have to be done twice a year.   

- A more expensive option would be to install a pump system to pump water from the pond to 

the beginning of the storm water treatment system and let it flow back to the pond with water 

being treated through the treatment chain.  Water turnover would occur in about three days.  A 

stream through the chain would be created that could be a park amenity.  



 

 4 

-  Adding iron pilings or limestone rock would help remove phosphorous.   

- Different watershed districts have funding available for water treatment projects. 

- Councilmember Quigley asked if dredging is an option.  Mr. Edgerton explained that there is 

a high cost for dredging because PAHs (tar sealants) have to be removed as hazardous waste.  

This brings the cost of dredging up from $5 or $10 a cubic yard to $45 a cubic yard.  As this is 

a DNR protected wetland, there would be regulatory issues to dredging and making the pond 

deeper. 

 

Mayor Martin noted that a stream would be very attractive to children.  She asked if the water 

would be safe for play.  Mr. Edgerton stated that if the water needs to be treated to be safe, then 

some type of purifying system at the beginning of the storm water chain would be needed for 

children to play in the water. 

 

Councilmember Johnson stated that she sees the existing pond as a big part of this project.  No 

one will want a wedding or to be near the area with the existing strong odor.  With more people 

coming to the Commons, there will be more feedback on the odor.  Mr. Schwerm stated that it is 

particularly noticeable on days with a high dew point when the air is stagnant. Otherwise, it is 

not as noticeable.  The easier less expensive options will be tried first to see if pond issues can be 

addressed.   

 

Mayor Martin noted that the pedestrian walkway from City Hall to the library needs to also 

extend to the Community Center.  She asked if the walkway could be meandered.  People will 

jaywalk and not use the path if it does not go where they are going.   

 

Councilmember Johnson expressed concern about traffic near the destination playground.  The 

distance of the walkway entering the park needs to extend further back away from the street.  

People will be parking on Victoria, Mounds and wherever it is closest to use the playground, and 

she is concerned about so many children playing near the street. 

 

Councilmember Wickstrom noted the warming house by the skating rink.  Rather than a nearby 

fire ring that could get messy, she would like to see a different decorative element.  Mayor 

Martin responded that the fire ring is not about just getting warm.  A gas fire ring would not be 

messy.  Mr. Schwerm added that a fire ring is an amenity that can also be used in the fall and 

spring. 

 

It was the consensus of the Council for staff and consultants to move forward with presenting 

this plan to the Park and Recreation Commission and community groups for further feedback, 

after which a more final plan will be brought back to the City Council. 

 

 

COMMUNITY CENTER EXPANSION PROJECT 

 

Mr. Schwerm stated that the Community Center expansion plan has been updated from the last 

Council discussion and costs have been revised.  Once the Council has offered feedback, the 

expansion plan will be reviewed by the Park and Recreation Commission.  
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Mr. Steve Erickson stated that they have met with the Park and Recreation Commission and 

community groups since they last met with the Council in July to further define the concept plan 

for the Community Center expansion.  They also met with a contracting group, RGM, who 

reviewed the plans and provided cost estimates.  The main features considered are:  1) an 

expansion to the fitness center; 2) expansion on the south side of the pool; and 3) an enclosure 

for the water feature. 

 

Ms. Jennifer Stukenberg stated that the two new items brought up by the community groups are 

storage space and a shared office space for the community groups to use.  The other item 

discussed is the need for additional family changing areas.  What is shown is unisex stalls that 

would be family changing areas that could be used by men and women.  The cost estimate 

includes some funds for possible needed modifications to the locker rooms.  With the pool 

expansion, office space and restrooms have been added for pool staff.  It would be possible to 

have a mezzanine above that would overlook the pool and play area.  North of the change area is 

the main stairwell which has been expanded for tables and chairs, windows into the gym and 

opened to the entry from the parking lot.  At the north end the addition includes community 

space that could be rented with large windows looking outside.  A couple of staff offices were 

added to this area.  Three multipurpose fitness rooms are added to the lower level.  The corridor 

to the fitness area and multipurpose rooms would be wide enough to also serve as another 

gathering area.   

 

Councilmember Quigley questioned the open area by the gym and whether it is used.  Mr. 

Schwerm stated that more seating is needed in that area where seniors gather for coffee.  The 

space is well used. 

 

Ms. Stukenberg stated that on the upper floor storage is provided by the multipurpose rooms and 

a shared community office was added to serve the community groups like the band and 

Historical Society.  The fireplace was removed on the upper level because it was in an awkward 

location. Mr. Schwerm indicated that the fireplace added a nice dimension for the space to be 

used for gatherings, meetings, using wifi, and a study place.  When the Shoreview Room is 

rented, this space is often included as a breakout place for people to sit and talk away from music 

or the activity in the Shoreview Room. He believes the fireplace is an important amenity to keep 

in this area. 

 

Mayor Martin suggested using the Shoreview Room for a display area when it is not rented for 

special events.  Mr. Schwerm stated that the room is rented too frequently.  It is rented on 

weekends for events and often during the week for corporate meetings. 

 

Mr. Erickson stated that the reason the fireplace was removed is because at present it is a 

destination and a dead end.  With the addition, that will not be the case, but that area will be a 

traffic area for those wanting to reach the multipurpose rooms.  There may be a better place to 

relocate the fireplace.  Ms. Stukenberg agreed and added that with the new addition, there will be 

a lot of flexible space for different uses, and the fireplace can be included. 

 

Mr. Schwerm stated that the pool expansion would be 5,000 square feet of water park area of 

zero depth to serve ages 2 to 10.   
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Councilmember Quigley asked if the pool expansion will be a draw.  Mr. Schwerm stated that 

new amenities to draw young families are needed because families will continue to seek to live 

in this area because of the good school district.  The water park and family locker rooms are the 

types of things that appeal to young families.  He estimated that daily admission revenue 

($500,000 a year) would increase at least 20% on an annual basis. 

 

Mayor Martin stated that because the water park area will be enclosed, the expansion is 

justifiable.  It can be used year round. 

 

Councilmember Wickstrom asked if the new fitness rooms will increase membership and 

revenue.  Mr. Schwerm responded that the new fitness rooms are upgraded and provide more 

functional space.  The rooms will provide for an improved fitness experience.  On the upper 

level, the space in the gym activity room used by Summer Discovery is being replaced with 

multipurpose rooms that can be used for a number of activities for different ages.  Those rooms 

have the potential to increase revenue, but the big revenue producers are aquatic, fitness and 

Summer Discovery.   Existing spaces are being replaced with more enhanced spaces that are 

more functional with a larger indoor playground area. 

 

Mayor Martin noted that it has been 15 years since the last expansion.  It may be that outdoor 

amenities in the Commons are more important than some of the community rooms.  The total 

estimate is approximately $6 million over the $8 million originally projected.  The last expansion 

was a little over $6-$7 million.   

 

Councilmember Johnson stated that the neighborhood of Autumn Meadows has 54 children 

under the age of 12.  Young families are here.  These plans are to keep them here, and the 

proposed expansion and Commons Master Plan improvements will certainly help in doing this. 

 

Councilmember Quigley stated that because the City is almost completely developed, this is the 

last chance to do a big expansion.  However, the integration of plans for the Community Center 

and Commons is confusing regarding a financial path.  Mr. Schwerm stated that the next step 

will be to identify specific costs of specific amenities.  Then options can be prioritized and a plan 

can be presented as to how it would be funded. 

 

Mayor Martin stated that her preference would be to do the Community Center expansion as 

presented and then pick and choose elements of the Commons plan.  Features to the Commons 

can be added over time.  After 25 years it is time to do these improvements. 

 

Councilmember Wickstrom agreed. 

 

Councilmember Springhorn stated that a 20% increase in revenue is a good incentive.  He asked 

the number of staff positions that might need to be added with the expansion.  Mr. Schwerm 

stated that more analysis needs to be done.   

 

Councilmember Johnson asked about breaking down the Community Center expansion and 

improvements to the Commons into phases that can be done over time.  Mr. Schwerm responded 
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that if a substantial amount of both plans were done, it would take a bond issue of approximately 

$11 million to $12 million.  That would mean nearly a 9% increase in property taxes ($100,000 

is approximately 1%).  The payment for that level of bond would be in the range of $800,000 to 

$900,000 a year.  There is bonding capacity through the Community Investment Fund, which is a 

potential source of income for these improvements.  Options need to be discussed. 

 

Councilmember Quigley stated that he would like to see a macro plan in phases with financing.  

He would then feel more supportive.  Everything needs to be addressed at once but not done at 

once.  On another note, he would like to see more visibility for the Veterans Memorial. 

 

Mayor Martin agreed and stated the Council is supportive of all the plans but need to know how 

to make it happen.  Another possibility is that the Community Foundation is interested in doing a 

project in the Commons.  Perhaps the Veterans Memorial or the wedding venue could be 

financed from that source. 

 

Councilmember Wickstrom stated she would prefer to do the Community Center expansion 

before the Commons plan. 

 

 

REVIEW THE UPDATED 2017-2026 CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (CIP) 

 

Mr. Schwerm reported that the CIP estimates have been updated to better reflect current costs.  

 

Collector Streets 

- Street rehabilitation and a full-depth reclamation is planned for Victoria Street in 2017. 

- North Owasso Boulevard is planned in 2020, although some preliminary survey work is being 

done now in conjunction with the Ramsey County Park Plan scheduled for construction next 

year. 

- Staff is working with the contractor and MnDOT State Aid staff to get Gramsie Road 

reopened this year.  Mr. Maloney stated that the foundation of the road will be done this 

winter and the project completed next spring. 

 

Street Improvements 

- The work for Quiet Zone railroad crossings has been completed and went into effect this year.   

- The 2017 street renewal project is the second part of the Windward Heights neighborhood on 

the east side of Hodgson.  Neighborhood meetings will begin in November.   

 

Park Improvements 

- In 2018 and 2020, McCullough Park and Shamrock Park respectively are scheduled for major 

renovation.   

- Other park projects are general replacements for existing park features. 

  

Mayor Martin suggested delaying the work for McCullough and Shamrock and using the monies 

for the Commons plan.  The tennis courts and climbing rock area at McCullough were done 
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recently.  Mr. Schwerm stated that he would prefer to do the work at Shamrock and hold off on 

McCullough.  The skate park replacement, scheduled for 2017, will be delayed until the decision 

is made for the Commons.  He estimates the cost of the destination playground in the Commons 

will be in the range of $1 million to $1.5 million.  The park building will be in the $1 million 

range.  Then there would be approximately $1.5 million to do the skating area, hard edge pond 

and formal garden areas. These costs estimates are based on what he learned from the Maple 

Grove project.  

 

Trail Rehabilitation and Extensions: 

- The County Road J trail was dropped in order to extend the trail on Gramsie Road.   

 

Municipal Buildings 

- Municipal building needs consist of mostly repairs and replacements at the Community Center 

and City Hall.  One large project is replacement of the generator.  A generator large enough to 

power both City Hall and the Community Center is needed in case of a power outage.  Then 

rental room events and pool activities would not be interrupted in the event of a power outage.   

- The chairs and tables in the banquet rooms will be replaced.   

 

Utilities 

- Most expenditures have now occurred with the constructed water treatment plant, which will 

soon be brought online.  

- A major sewer relining project is planned in 2019.    

- The surface and recoating of the water tower is planned in 2021. 

 

Major Equipment 

- The Fire Department has an engine replacement next year. 

- The rescue and chief vehicles will need replacement in 2020. 

 

All funds are cash flowing or within a couple thousand dollars. 

 

Mayor Martin asked at what point adjustments would be made for funds to be allocated to the 

Commons.  Mr. Schwerm stated that staff will bring a financial plan to the Council after review 

of the plans by the Park and Recreation Commission. CIP adjustments for any park funds used 

for the Commons will be included in next year’s Capital Plan. 

 

The meeting adjourned. 
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CITY OF SHOREVIEW 

MINUTES 

REGULAR CITY COUNCIL MEETING 

October 17, 2016 

 

CALL TO ORDER 

                         

Mayor Martin called the regular meeting of the Shoreview City Council to order at  

7:00 p.m. on October 17, 2016. 

 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

 

The meeting opened with the Pledge of Allegiance. 

 

ROLL CALL 
 

The following members were present:  Mayor Martin; Councilmembers Johnson, Quigley,  

           Springhorn and Wickstrom 

 

APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

 

Councilmember Springhorn noted a correction to the name O’Neal, which should be O’Neill 

under item No. 10 of General Business. 

 

MOTION: by Councilmember Quigley, seconded by Councilmember Johnson to   

  approve the October 17, 2016 agenda as corrected. 

 

VOTE:    Ayes -  5  Nays - 0 

 

PROCLAMATIONS AND RECOGNITIONS 

 

There were none. 

 

CITIZEN COMMENTS 

 

There were none. 

 

COUNCIL COMMENTS 

 

Councilmember Springhorn: 

Friday, October 21, 2016 will be the Halloween Spooktacular event at the Community Center 

from 6:30 to 8:00 p.m.  Registration must be made by Wednesday, October 19th.  Registration 

can be made online. 

 

Councilmember Johnson: 

A reminder to watch for children’s safety on Halloween night. 
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There has been messaging about school bus disruptions.  Cars are speeding through 

neighborhoods and ignoring the STOP sign of school buses when children are boarding or 

leaving the bus.  A reminder to residents that it is state law for drivers to obey school bus stop 

signs. 

 

Councilmember Wickstrom 

The last two days of the Farmers’ Market will be Tuesday, October 18th and October 25th from 

3:00 to 6:00 p.m.  

 

Mayor Martin: 

Ramsey County is conducting several controlled archery hunts in several open space areas in 

October.  Particularly, the Snail Lake marsh hunt will be the weekend of October 23rd and again 

November 11-13.  Hunters will be on the Rice Creek Regional Trail October 24-26, and 

November 14-16.  There will be controlled access to those areas on hunt days. 

 

CONSENT AGENDA 

 

Councilmember Johnson requested that item Nos. 1 and 2 be voted on separately, as she did not 

attend those meetings. 

 

MOTION: by Councilmember Wickstrom, seconded by Councilmember Springhorn to adopt 

  the Consent Agenda for October 17, 2016,  and all relevant resolutions for item  

  Nos. 3, as amended, through 9: 

 

3. Monthly Reports: 

- Administration/Community Development 

- Finance 

- Public Works 

- Park and Recreation  

4. Verified Claims in the Amount of $1,634,207.02 

5. Purchases 

6. Developer Escrow Reduction 

7. Approve Change Order #1 for Well 6 Raw Water Pipeline, City Project 16-21 

8. Approve Curbside Recycling Budget, Recycling Fee, and Authorize Request of SCORE  

 Funding Allocation 

9. Approve Change Order #4 for Water Treatment Plant, City Project 14-02 

 

VOTE:   Ayes - 5  Nays - 0 

 

MOTION: by Councilmember Wickstrom, seconded by Councilmember Springhorn to  

  approve item Nos. 1 and 2 of the Consent Agenda for October 17, 2016, with all  

  relevant resolutions: 

 

1. October 3, 2016 City Council Meeting Minutes 
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2. Receipt of Committee/Commission Minutes - Economic Development Authority  

         October 3, 2016 

 

VOTE:  Ayes - 4  Nays - 0  Abstain - 1 (Johnson) 

 

Councilmember Johnson abstained as she did not attend the meetings listed in item Nos. 1 and 2. 

 

PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 

There were none. 

 

GENERAL BUSINESS 

 

GRAMSIE WOODS - GOLDEN VALLEY LAND COMPANY 

 A. APPEAL OF VARIANCE - DAVID AND MARY O’NEILL 

 B. REZONING AND PRELIMINARY PLAT 

 

Presentation by City Planner Kathleen Castle 

 

Golden Valley Land Company has submitted an application to rezone 15.57 acres from UND 

(Underdeveloped) to R1, Detached Residential.  A second application has been received for a 

preliminary plat to subdivide the parcel into 7 lots for single-family residential development.  

The area designated as Outlet A will remain vacant.   

 

When this proposal was reviewed by the Planning Commission, a variance was requested to 

waive the key lot standard depth requirement for lot Nos. 1-5.  The Planning Commission 

granted the variance.  A key lot is when the rear lot line of one property abuts the side lot line of 

the adjacent property.  The decision to grant the variance is being appealed by Dave and Mary 

O’Neill.   

 

The subject property has single-family residential development to the north and east, I-694 to the 

south and the tower property to the west.  The proposed lots have frontage on Gramsie Road.  

The remainder of the property, Outlet A, would remain vacant.   

 

The property is located in Planned Development Area (PDA) #13 of the Comprehensive Plan, 

which is guided for low density residential with a density range of 0 to 4 units per acre.  The 

density proposed is 3.8 units per acre, which is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.  The 

proposed R1 zoning is consistent with the single-family neighborhoods to the north and east and 

will not have a significant impact on surrounding property.  The developer is agreeable to 

entering into a Rezoning/Development Agreement and has indicated agreement to the conditions 

of approval proposed by staff. 

 

The preliminary plat shows lot nos. 1-5 as key lots.  Key lots are discouraged but if developed, 

the Development Code imposes additional size and structure setback requirements.  Key lots 

must be 15 feet greater than the standard in either width or depth, and any structure must be 40 

feet from the rear lot line.  Lot Nos. 6 and 7 are conforming R1 lots that abut the wetland of 
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Gramsie Pond.  There is a 16.5 foot wetland buffer to the wetland on Lot Nos. 6 and 7.  During 

the public review process, the amount of buildable property was questioned for Lot Nos. 6 and 7.  

The developer provided information with possible house layouts for those two properties.    

 

A ghost plat was submitted as required for Outlet A showing potential future development.  The 

ghost plat also included 808 Randy Avenue, the property abutting the key lots, Nos. 1 -5.  It was 

determined that future development will be restricted because protected wetland areas would 

have to be crossed for development to occur.  The developer has indicated a willingness to 

dedicate or donate Outlet A to the City.  A land dedication will be addressed in the Final Plat. 

 

Property owners within 350 feet were notified of the proposed development.  Comments 

received expressed concern about the reduced lot width, environmental impacts, increased 

traffic, noise, utilities, storm water runoff and that this development would alter the character of 

the neighborhood.   

 

Agency comments received included a recommendation from the DNR to identify the steep 

slope and bluff areas on the plat to make it clear where they are located.  The DNR has stated 

that there are no standards for buffer widths from wetlands that do not have a DNR shoreland 

classification.  Rice Creek Watershed District (RCWD) will require a permit for development.  

There is no wetland setback or buffer requirement by RCWD.  Ramsey County has no interest in 

obtaining Outlet A for County park/open space purposes because the site is landlocked. 

 

The Planning Commission held a public hearing on August 30, 2016.  The application was tabled 

because of concerns in regard to the 16.5 foot buffer on Lot Nos. 6 and 7.  Additional 

information was requested from the DNR and RCWD.  There were also concerns about the 

buildability of Lot Not. 6 and especially Lot 7. 

 

Additional information from the agencies was presented to the Planning Commission at their 

September 27th meeting.  The Planning Commission concluded that practical difficulty is 

present and approved the variance.  A recommendation was forwarded to the City Council to 

approve the rezoning and preliminary plat on a vote of 4 to 1. 

 

Variance Appeal 

 

Dave and Mary O’Neill submitted an appeal to the Planning Commission’s decision to approve 

the variance because there is no practical difficulty.  They state that future development to the 

south on the outlet should not be used as a reason for granting the variance.  Gramsie Road has a 

right-of-way of 80 feet, wider than the 60-foot standard.  Lots in the neighborhood have widths 

of 100 feet.  The proposed lots are smaller with widths of 75 feet.  Although the 75-foot width 

conforms to City Code standards, the lots should be at least 100 feet wide because smaller lots 

will change the character of the neighborhood.  The property can be developed in accordance 

with key lot requirements without the need for a variance.  Also, the loss of open space will 

impact wildlife.   

 

The developer’s response is that when the property to the south is developed, the rear lot lines of 

lot Nos. 1-5 will abut rear lot lines of future parcels and will no longer be key lots.  As the right-
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of-way for Gramsie Road is 80 feet and the standard is 60 feet, a vacation could be requested to 

make the parcels conform to the minimum 140-foot lot depth. 

 

Staff agrees with the Planning Commission and finds that the proposal for low density residential 

development uses the property in a reasonable manner and is consistent with the Comprehensive 

Plan.  The proposed parcels meet the minimum lot area and width requirements for standard 

residential lots.  The buildable area on all lots is sufficient for single-family residential 

development.   

 

Staff agrees that the property could be subdivided in compliance with Code requirements, but 

there are unique circumstances that justify the proposal.  The property to the south consists of 

2.61 acres with development potential.  Key lot requirements were created to mitigate 

development impacts to residential properties with no redevelopment or development potential.  

The existing home on the lot to the south is 150 feet from the north lot line.  Additional width or 

depth of the proposed lots would not reduce development impact.  The application conforms to 

the key lot standards of a greater structure setback of 40 feet from the rear property line, which 

provides protection to the neighborhood.  The width of Gramsie Road is also a unique 

circumstance. 

 

Regarding the impact to the character of the neighborhood, staff finds that the proposal will not 

have a significant impact.  The lots are consistent with the size of a standard R1 lot.  The 

development pattern is consistent with other properties with frontage on Gramsie Road. 

 

Therefore, staff recommends that the Planning Commission decision be upheld to waive key lot 

requirements for lot Nos. 1-5 based on the findings stated in Resolution 16-79.  Staff also 

recommends approval of the rezoning and preliminary plat with the conditions listed in the staff 

report that include identification of the slopes and bluffs on the plat and wetland buffer signage 

as recommended by the DNR. 

 

Council Discussion 

 

Councilmember Wickstrom asked how the property to the south would be developed if it is 

donated to the City.  Ms. Castle stated with the upcoming Comprehensive Plan review, potential 

use of this property would be analyzed. 

 

Planning Commissioner Solomonson reported that the Commission discussion focused on key 

lots and lot No. 7.   Although discouraged, in Section 204 of the Code, there is a provision for 

key lots to be larger by 15 feet either in width or depth in Section 205.  An additional rear 

setback for key lots is 40 feet.  If the lots were wider, no variance would be needed.  Wider lots 

would also eliminate Lot 7.  A lot of discussion focused on the wetland buffer on Lot 7.   

Gramsie Pond is not linked to Island Lake.  If it were linked, a wider buffer would be required.  

The additional information from the DNR, City Engineer and RCWD did not provide a basis to 

increase the wetland buffer.  The Planning Commission reluctantly approved the proposal on a 4 

to 1 vote.  His was the nay vote based on whether Gramsie Pond should be linked to Island Lake 

and his view that the buffer should be wider for the wetland, which would eliminate Lot 7. 
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Mayor Martin noted that the Zibell development created four key lots without the requirement of 

additional depth or width, although the houses were set back 40 feet from the rear lot lines.  

Commissioner Solomonson responded that key lots are difficult.  As long as the property to the 

south is not redeveloped, the lots will remain key lots.  Also, a request to vacate Gramsie Road 

right-of-way would mean sufficient depth to meet key lot requirements and a variance would not 

be needed.  However, other commissioners believed such a vacation would mean the houses 

would be closer to the street.  The homes in this proposed development will sit lower than the 

houses across Gramsie or the home to the south.   

 

Councilmember Quigley questioned the elevation of the property to the south.  Ms. Castle 

showed a map that indicated the high point of the development property was at 976 and then 

sloped downward toward the east and west. 

 

Mr. O’Neill, Appellant, questioned the process in that the appeal was paraphrased and is not the 

original appeal he submitted.  Wildlife is mentioned, but that has nothing to do with the appeal.  

Ms. Castle explained that it is City process for staff to summarize the appeal for the City 

Council.  Wildlife was mentioned in the letter which is why it was mentioned in the summary. 

 

Mayor Martin added that the Council had the original appeal letter. 

 

Mr. O’Neill stated that seven homes will be a tight fit.  A 90-foot wide lot would fit better.  

Different neighborhoods in R1 Districts have different characteristics.  Harbor Place is very 

different from this neighborhood.  Originally, the developer planned to build large homes, 

although he has stated he has modified the size.  The problem is that once approved, he can build 

any size he wants within Code.  If four homes were built on the five lots instead of five homes, 

there would be added buffer to the pond.  The Planning Commission was not comfortable with 

its decision for seven lots but felt they needed to support City Code and so approved it.  That 

made him question why strict key lot standards were not applied.  He further stated that the 

property to the south does drop lower than the subject property for development. 

 

Mrs. O’Neill requested that Councilmembers state their reasons for their vote on whether this is 

approved, denied or tabled. 

 

Councilmember Johnson stated that the process by which staff works with the Planning 

Commission and Council has worked for many years.   

 

Mayor Martin noted that Planning Commissioners are seven appointed residents by the Council. 

They represent a broad base of the community and make their decisions independent of planning 

staff.  

 

Councilmember Quigley added that the Planning Commission can only act on the plan that is 

presented to them.  Sometimes the Commission struggles with asking about other options, but 

the decision can only be on the plan put before them. 

 

Mr. Peter Knable, Golden Valley Land Company, introduced Matt Pavik, also with Golden 

Valley Land Company.  Golden Valley is working with Hanson Builders who showed renderings 
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of the proposed homes at the Planning Commission meetings.  Golden Valley has been working 

with staff since April and find them to be very professional.  Golden Valley is familiar with infill 

development issues.  A neighborhood meeting was held a couple months ago to present the same 

plan to residents that was brought to the Planning Commission.  Golden Valley concurs with the 

staff report.  The recommendations regarding the variance are exceptionally detailed.  At first, 

Golden Valley did not believe that key lot Shoreview standards would apply to this development 

because the proposed lots back up against a property that is not developed.  Golden Valley 

considers this a technical variance but not a substantial variance that will impact the outcome of 

this development.  The project meets and exceeds City standards for the residential district. 

 

Councilmember Springhorn asked the reason for seven lots.  Mr. Knable stated that the highest 

and best use for the property is seven lots because City Code supports that.  Golden Valley has a 

purchase agreement on the property based on what City Code allows.  Fewer lots will impact the 

underlying value of the land owner.  The price should be based on the highest and best use, 

which is seven lots.   

 

Mayor Martin asked for further information about the land donation.  Mr. Knable explained that 

the peninsula is landlocked, unless the tower property is developed.  Without tower property 

development, wetland has to be crossed to reach the peninsula for development.  The peninsula 

consists of approximately four acres.  The soil, wetland and trees have been analyzed.  The 

property could be developed.  If the only access is through the wetland, it would be a minor 

wetland impact overall.  If the DNR, RCWD and City were to approve development, it would be 

a valuable site for residential lots.  Development of the peninsula is also dependent on 

development of the Tan property to the south.   The peninsula should not be tied to the proposed 

development or key lots or the issue of seven or six lots or the park dedication.  Golden Valley 

would prefer a separate discussion with staff as to whether there is a desire on the part of the City 

to see the peninsula developed. 

 

Mayor Martin opened the meeting to public comment. 

 

Ms. Terry Bestcraft, 735 Randy Avenue, stated that she lives in a rambler that could probably 

sell for $225,000.  There is no way this development will not change the neighborhood.  It is 

quiet.  When Snail Lake Boulevard was built, it forever changed the area for residents and for 

wildlife.  This development will change this little neighborhood.  There are many children and 

there will be a lot more traffic.  The current owner does not develop his own land.  Why does it 

have to be sold for development?  Not every little piece of property in Shoreview should be 

developed.   

 

Mr. Duane Barnes, 736 Randy Avenue, stated that when he walks down to his dock, he now 

sees a neon sign.  He used to see wildlife and the lake.  He is not opposed to development but not 

seven homes.  All the other homes in the neighborhood have lots 100 feet wide.  Neighbors walk 

their dogs in that area.  Dogs cannot be walked on Gramsie Road in the wooded area in the 

winter because of falling ice from the Tower property.  He is surprised the houses at the end of 

Gramsie Road were allowed to be built so close to the Tower property and falling ice.  The 

towers are approximately 1200 feet high.  If a tower were to go down, how far would it come 

into this new neighborhood?  The subject property has wildlife that everyone likes but will be 
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lost.  Existing houses in the neighborhood are about 2,000 square feet.  If allowed to build, the 

lots should be 100 feet wide the same as the other houses in the neighborhood.  Five lots should 

be enough. 

 

Mr. Dean Hanson, Hanson Builders, stated that the key lots should not be an issue because 

there are other key lots in the area with houses within 10 feet of the property line.  The proposed 

houses would be 150 feet from the property line.  Most runoff water will run to the street and 

rain garden.  Rain water in the rear will flow into natural planting areas before flowing into the 

pond.  A 16.5 foot buffer is adequate.  In regard to the number of lots, a small lot is not a bad 

thing.  One of the most valuable resources in a city is land, which is why so much planning and 

regulations relate to land use.  Regulations change to make the highest and best use of land.  This 

development does not waste land but is a good use of the land.  If the City were to accept Outlet 

A as a donation, it will likely not be developed and will be left wild.  It is only the strip of land 

with seven lots that will be developed.  It will be a good project for the City. 

 

Council Discussion 
 

Mayor Martin stated that the key lots and variance of the key lots is complex.  She also agrees 

with the Planning Commission and questions building on Lot 7, but the DNR and RCWD have 

indicated it is a buildable lot.  That is part of the plat and not part of this decision.  The real issue 

with the key lot is the depth issue. 

 

Councilmember Wickstrom stated that the key lots are not a big issue for her.  The Tan property 

on Randy Avenue is oriented toward the pond, and where the proposed development property 

abuts the Tan property is more like abutting a back yard than a side yard.  The Tan property is 

also a large property and the house is set a far distance from the north lot line.  That is an 

extenuating circumstance.  She will support the variances the Planning Commission granted.  

She also supports seven lots that are allowed by City Code.  If the lots were bigger, the houses 

built would be even bigger than proposed and cause more issues. 

 

Councilmember Quigley stated that no one knows the intentions for the Tan property.  At some 

time in the future that property will develop.  The information from the DNR, RCWD and 

Ramsey Washington Metro Watershed District means that he cannot object to the variances, and 

he will support them. 

 

Mayor Martin stated that the proposed development meets the development standards for a 

residential neighborhood.  The R1 District defines density as 0 to 4 units per acre.  The proposed 

development is in compliance.  She noted her own home which used to be surrounded by open 

space but now has residential development next to it.  The character of the neighborhood will 

change.  Unless someone wants to buy the land and not develop it, that is an option.  Otherwise, 

there is nothing the City can do to prevent development.  Widening the lots to eliminate the 

seventh lot does not address the key issue of the key lots which is depth. 

 

Councilmember Johnson agreed that the neighborhood will change and that is difficult.  

However, it is difficult to not support the Planning Commission’s decision that has been 

discussed and studied extensively. 
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Councilmember Springhorn stated that with the changes that will occur, he is not convinced it 

will make a difference whether there are six or seven houses.  Staff provided him with 

information on three applications for key lots in the last few years.  None were denied.  It is hard 

to see that this situation is different.  He understands the neighbors’ concerns but does not see 

justification for opposing the variances. 

 

 

MOTION: by Councilmember Quigley, seconded by Councilmember Wickstrom to uphold  

  the Planning Commission’s decision approving a variance request to waive the  

  key lot requirements for Lots 1-5, based on the findings listed in Resolution  

  16-79.  This resolution also contains the conditions of approval. 

Discussion: 

 

Mayor Martin stated that the conditions of approval will not be read, as they are included in the 

resolution. 

 

ROLL CALL:  Ayes:  Johnson, Quigley, Springhorn, Wickstrom, Martin 

    Nays:  None 

 

Councilmember Wickstrom stated that she would support accepting Outlet A if donated to the 

City.  However, she would not want the donation to be in lieu of the park dedication fee because 

it will be used by neighborhood residents as now but will not become available to the public. 

 

Mayor Martin responded that Outlet A could become more valuable when the telegram property 

can be developed.  She believes it will be valuable to obtain the property, and it is important to 

protect Outlot A. 

 

Councilmembers Johnson, Springhorn and Quigley agreed that further discussions should pursue 

the option for a donation.  Mr. Schwerm stated that staff is in discussion with the developer 

regarding a donation.  With the Council’s support, discussions will continue. 

 

MOTION: by Councilmember Quigley, seconded by Councilmember Wickstrom to approve  

  the preliminary plat and rezoning applications, submitted by Golden Valley Land  

  Co. to divide the property at 0 Gramsie Road (PINs:  26-30-23-13-0027,   

  26-30-23-13-0028) into 7 parcels for residential lots and 1 out lot.  Said approval  

  is subject to the following conditions: 

 

Rezoning: 

1. A Development Agreement must be executed prior to the City’s issuance of any permits  

 for rezoning. 

2. Rezoning is not effective until approvals are received for the Final Plat, the development  

 agreements executed. 

3. This approval rezones the property from UND, Urban Underdeveloped to R1, Detached  

 Residential. 
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Preliminary Plat  

1. The approval permits the development of a detached residential subdivision providing 7  

 lots for single family residential development and 1 outlot. 

2. Final grading, drainage and erosion control plans are subject to the review and approval  

 by the Public Works Director prior to approval of any permits or the Final Plat.  Concerns 

 identified by the City Engineer shall be addressed with the Final Plat submittal. 

3. Final utility plans are subject to review and approval by the Public Works Director. 

4. Comments identified in the memo dated August 23, 2016 from the City Engineer shall be 

  addressed with the Final Plat submittal. 

5. A Development Agreement, Erosion Control Agreement shall be executed and related  

 securities submitted prior to any work commencing on the site.  A Grading Permit is  

 required prior to commencing work on the site.  

6. A Public Recreation Use Dedication fee and/or Land Dedication shall be submitted as  

 required by ordinance prior to release of the Final Plat.  

7. The landscape/tree-replanting plan shall be provided in accordance with the City’s Tree  

 Protection Ordinance. Trees on the property, which are to remain, shall be protected with  

 construction fencing placed at the tree drip lines prior to grading and excavating.  Said  

 plan shall be submitted for review and approval by the City Planner prior to submittal of  

 the final plat application.   

8. The Final Plat shall include drainage and utility easements along all property lines.   

 Drainage and utility easements along the roadways shall be 10 feet wide and 5 feet wide  

 along the side and rear lot lines.  Other drainage and utility easements shall be provided  

 over the proposed bio-filtration area, future public infrastructure and as required by the  

 Public Works Director.   

9. The developer shall secure a permit from the Rice Creek Watershed District prior to  

 commencing any grading on the property.  

10. The plan submittal for the Final Plat shall identify areas that are classified as steep slopes     

 and bluffs on Lots 1-7. 

11. The developer shall erect signs at the edge of the 16.5’ wetland buffer area. 

 

Discussion: 

 

City Planner Castle offered an amendment to Rezoning condition No. 3 to specifically state that 

the rezoning from UND to R1 Detached Residential is for Lot Nos. 1-7, not Outlet A. 

 

Councilmembers Quigley and Wickstrom accepted the amendment. 

 

ROLL CALL:  Ayes:  Quigley, Springhorn, Wickstrom, Johnson, Martin 

   Nays:  None 
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MUNICIPAL CONSENT FOR FINAL LAYOUT FOR I-35W MANAGED LANE 

IMPROVEMENT 
 

Presentation by Public Works Mark Maloney 

 

This managed lane improvement project resulted from a 2013 corridor study, which identified 

needed improvements to I-35W.  The first segment will be from Highway 36 in Roseville to 

Lexington Avenue in Blaine, a 12-mile stretch of road.  Traffic volumes on this stretch of 

highway in 2015 ranged from 53,000 to 127,000 cars per day.  Bridge, noise barriers where 

needed and pavement improvements are needed as well as addressing congestion.  A managed 

lane is proposed which functions like a MN pass lane.   

 

An Advisory Committee has been meeting on this project for almost two years.  The project cost 

is estimated at $208 million; at this time there is a $78 million fund shortage.  No Shoreview 

funding is requested.  The goal is to begin construction in 2017 with a 5-year buildout.  Because 

of funding, the project may not start in 2017, but Mn/DOT is pushing to begin as soon as 

possible. 

 

State statutes require municipal consent for this project layout.  The City held a public hearing on 

July 18, 2016.  At a City Council workshop meeting with Mn/DOT representatives, concern was 

expressed about the sequencing of this project with the removal of the County Road I ramp and 

construction of the Rice Creek Commons Thumb Road from County Road I to County Road H 

through the TCAAP property.  If the thumb road is not constructed in conjunction with removal 

of the County Road I ramp, access to I-35W will be cut off for Shoreview residents until the 

thumb road is built.  The sequencing of the project is under the jurisdiction of Ramsey County.  

A letter has been received from Ramsey County indicating that County plans will be submitted 

to Mn/DOT for review in December 2016, with construction proposed to begin in May 2017.  

 

Staff is recommending approval of the resolution  

 

Councilmember Quigley asked if a managed lane will be a significant benefit.  Mr. Maloney 

responded that the reason a managed lane became the preferred option is that it is modeled to 

provide the most benefit to manage congestion in the corridor. 

 

Councilmember Wickstrom asked if it is possible that the Arden Hills City Council will deny 

construction of the thumb road, which they do not support.  Mr. Maloney responded that 

roadway and that part of development of TCAAP is the highest priority for the County.  A 

significant amount of development potential is not possible if the thumb road is not built.  Mr. 

Schwerm added that the opposition he has heard is if the road were to cross the creek and 

connect to Schutta Road.  The current plans for development of this part of TCAAP requires the 

thumb road to be built for which there is less opposition. 

 

Councilmember Quigley asked if County Road I access will be taken out.  Mr. Maloney 

answered that the current access off County Road I northbound on I-35W and westbound on 

Highway 10 will be replaced with the interchange at County Road H.   
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Councilmember Johnson stated that with the amount of congestion, she believes this $208 

million project will be a bandaid approach to a long-term solution. 

 

Mayor Martin opened the discussion to public comment. 

 

Mr. Jim Ostby, 1530 Oakwood Drive, stated that he uses the County Road I access often.  It is 

his understanding that Anoka County is reconstructing access to I-35W on County Road J.  He 

asked for information on that project.   

 

Mr. Stan Shortle, 1540 Oakwood Drive, stated that if there no access to County Road H, 

residents will be cut off with no access north on I-35W.  In Bloomington and Richfield there are 

bridges every four or five blocks.  Bridges should be pushed.  North and south access is needed. 

County Road H is all important at this point.   

 

Mr. Maloney responded that Anoka County is discussing County Road J, but he has not heard 

that Mn/DOT is including that in the project at this time.  No new access points will be 

considered in this area because there are already interchange violations, which is what Mn/DOT 

is trying to address.   

 

MOTION: by Councilmember Wickstrom, seconded by Councilmember Quigley to adopt  

  Resolution 16-97 approving the final layout for I-35W Managed Lane   

  Improvements. 

 

ROLL CALL:  Ayes:  Springhorn, Wickstrom, Johnson, Quigley, Martin 

    Nays:  None 

 

ADJOURNMENT 

 

MOTION: by Councilmember Johnson, seconded by Councilmember Quigley to adjourn  

  the meeting at 9:00 p.m. 

 

VOTE:   Ayes - 5  Nays - 0 

 

Mayor Martin declared the meeting adjourned. 

 

THESE MINUTES APPROVED BY COUNCIL ON THE ___ DAY OF _____ 2016. 

_____________________ 

Terry Schwerm 

City Manager 







HUMAN RIGHTS COMMISSION 
DRAFT MEETING MINUTES 

September 28, 2016 
 

 
CALL TO ORDER 
Co-Chair Wedell Ueki called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. with the following members 
present:    
 
Present:   Excused:     
Richard Bokovoy  Samuel Abdullai        
Mark Hodkinson   
Elaine Carnahan  
Mary Johnson  
Gene Nichols  
Lisa Wedell Ueki 
Julie B. Williams 
Anish Sethi 
Susie Jackson 
Joey Floeder 
 
Also present was Rebecca Olson, Assistant to the City Manager and Carol Jackson from Ramsey 
County Library. 
 
INTRODUCTIONS 
The Commission introduced themselves and welcomed the three new student representatives: 
Anish Sethi, Susie Jackson and Joey Floeder. 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
Commissioner Williams suggested that on page 1, under the ‘Votes for Women Recap’ 
paragraph, line 3 should read “…had signed up to attend and based on her rough counts at the 
event…” She also mentioned that whoever prepares the minutes typically signs them. Ms. 
Olson stated she would add that to future meeting minutes. Commissioner Hodkinson Moved 
that the minutes of August 24, 2016 be approved with the changes suggested by Commissioner 
Williams. Commissioner Carnahan seconded the motion. The minutes were approved as 
corrected. 
 
DISCUSSION ON FUTURE EVENTS/IDEAS 
 
Commissioner Wedell Ueki indicated that she invited Carol Jackson to the meeting to discuss 
the new Ramsey County Library facility since that was one of the location options to hold a 
Naturalization ceremony. Ms. Jackson indicated that they will have a new Community Room 
that will seat 120. She mentioned that they would like to partner with the Human Rights 
Commission to host this Naturalization ceremony to bring in new residents to show the services 
they offer. She also stated that they do not have any catering restrictions and would be able to 
have food in the room.  



Ms. Schwerm suggested that since this event probably wouldn’t be held until after the first of 
the year due to logistics, it would be a good option to put it on their 2017 Work Plan and meet 
with the City Council in a joint workshop in January/February.  
 
The Commission discussed the options of holding the Naturalization ceremony at either the 
Ramsey Council Library or at Shoreview City Hall/Community Center. Carol Jackson indicated 
that regardless of where it is held, the Library would like to be involved and provide a table or 
booth with information on services.  
 
Commissioner Nichols indicated that there is no restriction on the number of times we can hold 
this event. He is supportive of doing the event, and possibly doing it more than once.  
 
Mr. Schwerm felt that the event could be held at the Library first to help highlight their services, 
and didn’t think the City Council would have an issue with that.  
 
Commissioner Williams stated that she felt it was important that the City Council approve of 
the location because the HRC is here to support them and act on their behalf.  
 
Commissioner Jackson felt that the more people may be inclined to attend an event at the 
library rather than city hall.  
 
Commissioner Floeder stated that the library feels like a more welcoming space versus city hall 
where people only come to do official city business.  
 
Commissioner Sethi also felt the library was more welcoming and would have more for children 
to do there. He indicated that some people may feel more intimidated coming to city hall.  
 
The Commission discussed potential dates for a Naturalization ceremony. Ms. Olson stated that 
she was not sure if there was a deadline to secure a date for 2017. The consensus of the group 
was that Ms. Olson should reach out to her contact and investigate more information on 
securing a date. If there is no deadline to reserve a date, the HRC would discuss this at a joint 
workshop with the City Council in January or February 2017.  
 
PARKS EVENT / BLM 
Commissioner Nichols gave a brief overview of the discussion that took place at last month’s 
meeting regarding the Sheriff’s department and Black Lives Matter. He indicated that he would 
like to explore options for Shoreview to get ahead of what is happening in other communities 
and showcase the ways the City and Sheriff are working together to take the stigma off of 
community policing and building on more of the “community” theme.  
 
Commissioner Hodkinson mentioned that the summer concert series is an opportunity to have 
other messages. He suggested leveraging those events to sponsor another event with the 
Sheriff’s department. Commissioner Carnahan stated that it was important to involve 
neighborhoods with more disenfranchised people in these events.  
 



Commissioner Williams stated that the City already does cooperative events with the Sheriff 
and we don’t want to copy their events. Many of these events are already successful (Hot Dog 
with a Deputy, Coffee with a Cop, Night to Unite, etc.) She said we need to look at what makes 
them successful. 
 
Mr. Schwerm stated that these events, and in particular the Hot Dog with a Deputy event, was 
successful because the Sheriff’s department expended a lot of resources with bringing in 
equipment, staff as well as offering free food. He cautioned that we need to be careful of 
draining the Sheriff’s department resources. For example, if the Sheriff holds an event in 
Shoreview, they have several other contract cities that they may have to do similar events for.  
 
Commissioner Nichols stated that he thinks it is beneficial that we are looking at this in a broad 
capacity and taking into account our resources. Commissioner Carnahan mentioned that it 
would be good if we could go to where the people are at, rather than expecting them to always 
come to us. We want to just say ‘Hello’ and get to know you.  
 
Ms. Olson suggested that the first step be to take inventory of all the events and outreach that 
the City is currently doing. That would allow us to see where our resources are going, where 
there may be gaps, and what is successful, and if or how we can improve our efforts.  
 
CARING YOUTH AWARD 
Ms. Olson indicated that one application for the 2016 Caring Youth Award was received and 
that application was included in this month’s packet. The commission discussed the need to get 
the message about this award out to more people. Commissioner Floeder suggested that 
students be allowed to apply themselves for this award and include a letter of reference. This 
may increase the number of applications.  
 
Commissioner Bokovoy made a motion to nominate Katie Hahn as the 2016 Caring Youth 
Award recipient. Commissioner Nichols seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously. 
Ms. Olson will notify Ms. Hahn and invite her and her family to attend the annual Volunteer 
Recognition Dinner on November 17th where the award will be presented.  
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
Commissioner Hodkinson moved that the meeting be adjourned. Commissioner Williams 
seconded the motion. The motion was approved unanimously. The meeting was adjourned at 
8:55 p.m.  
 
 
Submitted by: 
 
Rebecca Olson 
Assistant to the City Manager 
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